7-E-¢€3
C. |

ARCHIVAL copy

IS THERE A NEW PEER COMPETITOR IN YOUR FUTURE?
How Will You Know? What Should You Do About It?

Core Course 5 Essay

JON L LELLENBERG

NATIONAL WAR COLLEGE CLASS OF 96
MILITARY STRATEGY & OPERATIONS/SEMINAR |
SEMINAR LEADER: COLONEL JAMES REED, USA
FACULTY ADVISOR: DR. ILANA KASS




Form Approved

Report Documentation Page OMB No. 0704-0188

Public reporting burden for the collection of information is estimated to average 1 hour per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and
maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information,
including suggestions for reducing this burden, to Washington Headquarters Services, Directorate for Information Operations and Reports, 1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204, Arlington
VA 22202-4302. Respondents should be aware that notwithstanding any other provision of law, no person shall be subject to a penalty for failing to comply with a collection of information if it
does not display acurrently valid OMB control number.

1. REPORT DATE 3. DATES COVERED
1996 2. REPORT TYPE 00-00-1996 to 00-00-1996
4. TITLE AND SUBTITLE 5a. CONTRACT NUMBER

Is There a New Peer Competitor in Your Future? How Will You Know? |\« NUMBER

What Should You Do About [t?
5c. PROGRAM ELEMENT NUMBER

6. AUTHOR(S) 5d. PROJECT NUMBER

5e. TASK NUMBER

5f. WORK UNIT NUMBER

7. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION

National War College,300 5th Avenue,Fort Lesley J. REPORT NUMBER

M cNair,Washington,DC,20319-6000

9. SPONSORING/MONITORING AGENCY NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 10. SPONSOR/MONITOR’'S ACRONYM(S)
11. SPONSOR/MONITOR’ S REPORT
NUMBER(S)

12. DISTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

Approved for public release; distribution unlimited

13. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

14. ABSTRACT

seereport

15. SUBJECT TERMS

16. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF: 17.LIMITATION OF | 18 NUMBER | 19a NAME OF

ABSTRACT OF PAGES RESPONSIBLE PERSON
a REPORT b. ABSTRACT c. THISPAGE 13
unclassified unclassified unclassified

Standard Form 298 (Rev. 8-98)
Prescribed by ANSI Std Z39-18



-ellenberg /1

NEARLY 30 YEARS OF COLD W AR EAPERIENCE has madc the Unuted States osrofiaent at building coahitions
to con#am or defeat explhiat mihitany threats We did 1t in Europe with NATO, prepared to fight a major
war agamst the Soviet Unuon and Warsaw Pact. We did 1t on an adhoc basis in the Persian Gulf five years
ago, puthing together a multinational coalition to expel Iraq from Kuwait We still do in Northeast Asia,
with forces on the territories of two bilateral secunty partners, Japan and South Korea, to defend the latter
against North Korea

In the future, even with the Cold War over, these strategic needs will remain. The Soviet Union
1s gone, but Russia may fail to grope 1ts way to democracy, and re-emerge eventually as a power with
goals rurmucal to ours. North Korea may collapse, and the Korean Peminsula be reunited peacefully
under Seoul, but China 1s gathenng strength, and shaking the status quo from the Taiwan Straits to the
South China Sea. Iraq's and Iran's intentions remain of concern m the Middle East and Southwest Asia.
) n these regions of established interest, though, the elements of U.S -led containment strategies
remain intact, anchored by presences of approximately 100,000 forward-deployed U.S. forces apiece in
Europe and Northeast Asia. The US. strategic planning system, which has evolved in response to the
threats to U.S interests in these regions, 1s mundful of potential dangers ahead, and well-prepared to cope
with them, year-to-year, as far as bureaucratic vision and the FYDP stretch. And the problems posed for
LS s{rategy by our existing and potential adversaries 1n these regions are largely ones of adjustment in
our current coalition arrangements and contingency planning

What the U.S strategic planning system 1s less prepared to do 1s identify, and take steps to counter

well in advance, the protracted emergence of less famihiar threats elsewhere, posed by new peer competi-

tors 1n significant ways unlike those we have successfully faced 1n the past.

INDIA, INSOUTH ASIA, AS AN ILLUSTRATIVE POSSIBILITY. US - interests in South Asia today are less
defined than in the Cold War Then, our relationshup with Pakistan strained already cool relations with
an India advocating Nonahgnment, a policy which irntated L S Cold War sensibilities, and warm rela-
-1ons with the Soviet Union, which Delht tock as a model for India s economic development.

With the Cold War over, the region 15 now a theme park for functionalists’1 No nation there 1s

regarded as an adversary South Asian threats to US interests are percers ed to be nudlear prohiferation,
|
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arms buildups, radical Islamic influence, terroriem, and drug trafficking  US. strategic thinking about the
region today is almost entirely in terms of the India-Pakistan confrontation, and its implications for nuc-
lear proliferation. Both countries have vigorous nuclear programs India exploded a nuclear device as
long ago as 1974 It and Pakistan have amassed the matenal for a significant number of weapons, and are
acquining modern delivery means to target each other 2

US. secunity policy toward the region aims at impeding these developments and, second-arily,
other transnational threats Overall, the attention that South Asia gets in U.S national secunty strategy,
compared to other regions, 1s quite limited. It gets even less in our national military strategy, with our
only "stationed forces” in the region prepositioned Army and Marine Corps equipment on the Indian
Ocean 1sland of Diego Garaia (U.K.) ~ placed there with CENTCOM contingenaes in mind. As one
veteran observer of US -Indian relations, during and after the Cold War, has pomnted out, "we seemed
uncertain -- some would say urunterested in — how to fit India into the post-Cold War framework. It

was almost as if the Uruted States did not know what to make of India."?

ARE THERE LONG-TERM INDICATORS OF INDIA'S EMERGENCE AS A PEER COMPETITOR? Militating
agamnst an adversanal outcome 1s the fact that India and the Uruted States are becorning more important
economucally to each other, with India’s nsing muddle class estimated at perhaps as hugh as 200 rrullion
people today

Also on the negative side, seemungly, 1s that India 1s expected to be the world's most populous
country in 20 years, growing from its present <1 billion to >1.4 billion people. The burden that this huge
increase in a relatively short peniod of time will place upon resources, the environment, and the ability of
government to admimster effectively, will be heavy But it also needs to be remembered that under these
conditions, democracy in India, a country with a history of turbulence and political violence, aggravated
by ethnic and religious divisions, may undergo sertous challenges

And even a democratic India may grow more insistent upon the role of local hegemon, and see
itself 115 on the way to becoming a Great Power This 1s a possibility difficult for Westerners to grasp.
Americans think of India as a Third World nation, but the timeless images of teerming poverty, unfarmihar

rehigious practices, and 'medieval” social customs and caste structure obscure the fact that India 1s becom-
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ing determunedly modern m certamn arcas wiuch will count heawly as elements of natienal power in the
2Ist Century India s well endowed with the intellectual tradition, educational resources, technical skills,
and mastery of the English language to do so. And with 1ts economy on the upswing from the low
pomt of five years ago,? India 1s increasingly able to invest

The question 1s, whether over the next 20 vears India will choose to invest in butter, to lift hiving
standards, or in guns -- technological and mulitary means of becoming a Great Power, perhaps to pursue
the redistnibution of wealth between the world's North and South which India has long called for If
India chooses to move 1n the latter direction, 1t 1s already well advanced in certain promusing areas of 21st
Century national power In addition to the nudlear weapons and ballistic missiles already mentioned,

India 1s also creating, among other indicators of future power

- the world's second Silicon Valley, making itself one of the foremost centers for software design
in the world. India expects to be a major player in the information revolution — perhaps "the software
equivalent of Taiwan" in the near future, in one Indian cybernetiast's words.>

- a space program demonstrating that "India has advanced to the front rank of the world’s space
nations.”® Withun a few years, India will be independent of outside assistance in designing and plaang
commurucations, surveillance, and earth resources satellites in orbit. India already makes extensive use
of satellite-broadcast television and radio to communicate with its people, and appears determuned not to
be bypassed in the communications revolution.

- large general purpose military forces, perhaps pushed farther in the direchion of power projec-
tion. While Pakistan 1s Incha’s most pressing secunty problem, it also sees interests in the wider Indian
Ocean area which have prompted 1t to acquire two aircraft carners so far, and a number of Russian and
German submarines.

One other factor to watch out for when speculating about India’s future capabilities 1if Russia
pulls itself together, we may see, in any renewed U.S -Russian nvalry for influence in Europe, the Middle
East, and Asia, Russia and India forming a new partnership akin to their old, with Russia providing the
advanced weaponry needed to support Indian ambitions. The basis for such a partnership could be a
mutual desire for redistribution of wealth, or mutual rejection of Western values, or mutual concern about

China In any event, if India i1s in the market for aircraft, submannes, and the like, Russia will almost

certainly be selling

WOULD THIS MAKE INDIA A SUPERPOWER LIKE THE UNITED STATES? Not in the sense that the Soviet
Union was [ndia has too far to go, and 15 saddled with ~ome burdens and attributes retarding progress

In some measures of power, the existing gap betw een the United States and India may actually grow
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But India may not need to match us in all dimen«ions of national power in order to compete in a
strategic sense, anv more than the Soviet Union needed, say, equivalent per capita income for its people
If a revolution in military affairs 1s taking place here through such things as preaision stnke, information
supremacy, and space, for example, India will be able to counter U S. advantages without possessing an
equah#‘y of capability.” Perhaps U.S. preasion strikes will be rendered less meaningful by low-tech
redundancy made possible by India's enormous population, and by U.S. unwillingness to slaughter huge
numbers of 'natives” in full view of Indian television satellite-uplinked to CNN here at home. US. infor-
mation domunance can be attacked by India's competence in cybernetics and software design, espeaally
if Delht chooses -- has already chosen? - to make information warfare an Indian "Manhattan Project” over
a long period of time 8 US advantages 1n space systems may be offset by India’s ambitious program

Our general purpose forces may be second to none, but they are far away.

WHAT WOULD AN INDIAN PEER-COMPETITOR STRATEGY BE? India's South Asian neighbors already
resent 1ts hegemonic behavior -- dominating the affairs of some, occasionally intervening militarily on the
ternitories of others, and disparaging the South Asia Regional Counal (SARC) as a forum for dealing with
issues and softening India's behavior.? Its acquisition of weapons with reach well beyond 1its immediate
neighbors, like aircraft carriers and the 1500 mu range ballistic missile India 1s developing, causes unease
in Indonesia and Austraha 10 Twenty years will not be nearly enough for India to rival the United States
globaily, but it may be enough for India to advance an ambitious agenda nonetheless. It will not possess
nuclear forces comparable to ours, but may possess enough to intimidate others, and deter us from inter-
fering [t will not master the technologies of the 21st Century as well as we, but may make sufficient pro-
gress to degrade our comparative advantages [t may not be able to project forces against CONLUS, but 1t
will not care to do so, and 1t enjoys enough distance from U S. military bases to make 1t an effort for us to
bring force to bear there.ll Andits huge population, 1n a culture where life 1s plentiful, and therefore all
too cheap, 1s likely to make India far less sensitive to hugh casualties than Americans are

This suggests peer-competition on the margin, with militarv pow er combining low-tech quantity

with high-tech quality in selected areas of high leverage:

- carners dallistic mussiles and land-based air to enhance India s position in a region remote from
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bases of US mulitary power, vet through whose -raters must pass Persian Gulf ol on 1ts way to Furope
and japan

- selected mulitary means to neutralize countervailing capabilities, like the submarines India has
been buying -- quiet, very hard to detect, and lethal

- actualization of the point made by a former Indian chief of staff after the Gulf War. never fight
the Uniited States without possessing nuclear weapons of your own. India 1s unlikely to need assured
destruction capability agamnst U S. aities to deter some U.S. responses to Indian actions on the other side
of the globe

- and cyberwar, space, low-intensity, and unconventional military applications to neutralize our
advantages, exploit our vulnerabilities, and erode our will and that of our ailies

IS A CULTURAL DISCONNECT AT FAULT? There 1s httle argument that India’s economy has begun to
turn around, since abandorung the command-economy model, and to register rapid growth. There 1s no
argument that Indian saentific capabilities are making impressive stndes in nudlear energy, ballistic mus-
siles, space, cybernetics, communications, and sumilar areas There 1s hittle question that India wants large
general purpose forces as well, including a blue-water navy. And while 1t 1s often mentioned that India
and tHe United States are both democracies, it 1s also true that their values and goals are very different.
And yet India 1s seldom mentioned as a possible peer competitor in the years ahead.

Perhaps this 1s because of a cultural blindspot. The US strategic planning system is not designed
to identify and factor in the differences that culture makes in strategic thinking, our own and others’ Yet
culture does make a difference. Nations prepare for and wage war in ways which embody their soaal
and political development, which 1n turn reflects their economic nature as well If it 1s true that nations
fight the same way they make money, for instance,!2 1t comes no surpnse that the U.S approach to war
has traditionally stressed our matenal superionty, the expenditure of hardware instead of people, the
importance of technology and leverage, and the dnive to win rather than be satisfied by himuted goals 13

It should also come as no surpnise that we can be surprised by developments. U.S businesses,
the biggest and best of them, have often suffered strategic surpnse in their own marketplaces, due to com-
placehcy, poor intelhgence, a focus on short-term earnings and share price, and lack of appreaation for
the harbingers and agents of change Periodically, for these reasons, they lose some ability to compete
Think of business-superpower examples hike the US automobile industry, not recognizing the threat

poced by Japan s until its hold on 1ts own domestic market was jeopardized Or IBM not recognmizing n
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the end of the 1970s how the computer market was changing, from hardware- to software-dominance,
and, within hardware, from mainframes to PCs and workstations Or perhaps most analogous of all tor a

sole superpower ' like the United States, the U S Postal Service not recogmzing the threat posed, even in
its legislatively protected market, by upstart niche competitors ike UPS and FedEx, and new technologies
like fax and e-mail

The U'S. strategic planning system, emphasizing the current and short-term over the long-term, 1s
likely to overlook unsuspected future peer competitors taking markedly different approaches to secunty,
strategy and war. If India also makes war the way it makes money (the way 1t did before Nehru, when
India ceased making money, but 1s beginning to again), through entrepreneurship not all that many steps
removed from the ever-present bazaar, we may see a different approach to strategy one emphasizing
starting the bidding high, and ending up at the conclusion of strategic transactions at outcomes far lower,
but ones which are shll profitable because of (a) design content which appears striking to others because
it 1s exotically unfamihiar, (b) cheap mass labor, (c) getting by with matenals lesser in quality than parties
of the second part suspected, or would use themselves, (d) manupulation of the purchasers’ perceptions,
emotions, and thought processes, and (e) making one's self scarce afterwards 14
What will be different in the future 1s new value-added content from "third-wave” technologtes,

whuch offer India the opportunity to progress from a “first-wave ' premndustnal soaety to a ‘third-wave
status without first having to fully develop and expenence the 'second-wave' industnal status Nehru was
pursuing unsuccessfully through soaalist industnahization. India has traditionally used mass units of low-
tech 1nput to amass satisfactory overall gains, and may continue to do so. But India 1s also acquinng the
high-leverage skills to get more out of mass low-tech inputs, and to compete against others’ comparative
advantages 1n high-tech areas. How this may be applied to India s national secunty and mrulitary strategy

wall bear close attention in the vears and decades ahead.

HOW TO COPE WITH THE EMERGENCE OF NEW COMPETITORS? Given current trends, the United
States 1s antiapating the need to concern itself in the early 21st Century with multitheater threats, with
impressive capabilities-based threats to LS. presence and operations in theaters of interest to us; with tne

need to able to operate across the CBR spectrum 1n all these theaters, and with less assurance about our
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alhes, due to the end of the monohithic threat which charactenized the Cold War
South Asia and India fall within PACOM's area of responsibility, but tor some pertectlv good
reasons they receive far less attention than secunty i1ssues elsewhere  PACOM < sense of enduring U'S

strategic objectives in its area of responsibility are.
- maintaming LS influence in the region,
- promoting regional environment of trust, cooperation, and stability,
- denying hegemonuc control of the region,
- guaranteeing lines of communications,
- deterring armed conflict 1n the region, and

- enhanang interoperability
These are, each and every one of them, apphicable to South Asia, except perhaps the last, since we have
no particular allies or friends there today with which to enhance interoperability. But PACOM's attention
15 more on East Asia than South Asia; more on "cooperative engagement” in the present than on i1dentify-
ing new potential adversanes in the future, more on the possibility of war soon (in Korea, or perhaps
between China and Tarwan) than on strategic competiton elsewhere over the long haul; and on Crisis
Action Planning rather than Deliberate Planning — especially for presently nonexistent threats.

Deliberate Planning, and Adaptive Plannung Options, may or may not cope well with these
features reasonably well, but 1t 15 even less clear that our strategic planning system can a good job of
dealing with the emergence of peer-competitors whose strategic thinking may prompt them to pursue
courses of action and goals that seem unrealistic or even wrrational to us.15

Can US strategic plannung become more mnovative 1n this area? Sometimes 1t seems as if
mnovation can only occur in military affairs when there has been either a budgetary calamity or a
resounding defeat; that in the absence of either —- when victory encourages complacency, or when the
budget cuts are suffiaently small or protracted that force posture 1s subjected only to incremental cuts --
opportunities to synergize through new combinations of technology and doctrine may be lost, or the
impending emergence of new and novel threats overlooked Consaous today of 'revolutions in military
affairs, the 'quantum-leap’ area w here technology and doctrine intersect, the United States is trying to
incorporate innovation of this kind into its planning, and may succeed. But we may remain less capable

of identifving the protracted emergence of new peer competitors with approaches to strategy and war
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We have done it before, and perhaps need to <tudy in greater detail how The L S Navy found
itself starved for funds in the early 1920s, and limited in numbers of capital ships by naval disarmament
agreements [t began to redefine the future of naval warfare (after having played a very himuted role in
World War I), and also the future threat. It began to develop naval aviation as a new striking element,
and aircraft carriers as a new platform to exert U.S naval presence in peacetime and conduct operatrons
at sea in wartime In conjunction with the Manne Corps, i1t began to develop new concepts of amphib-
10ous warfare. It identified Japan as its most likelv adversary in the future -- before it emerged aggressively
with Manchuna s takeover in 1931 - and began developing Japanese-language capability in the Office of
Naval Intelligence and creating listenung posts in the Far East for sigint and codebreaking Throughout
the 1920s and 1930s the Naval War College pursued an extensive senes of wargames against Japan, with
the lessons learned folded into our evolving ORANGE warplans for use against Japan.

All this did not come about purely by insight and foresight. To some extent, the Navy, to protect
itself as an institution, fastened upon Japan as a reasonably likely future threat which would give meanung
to the kind of warfare the Navy practiced It built up a perception of the threat that supported the Navy's
mnshtitutional interests long-term. It experimented with and designed new capabilities (fleet and support-
ing) to engage and defeat that kind of threat And when the reality of a Japanese threat to U S. interests in
Asia and the Paafic Ocean began to emerge in the 1930s, the Navy's shipbuilding budget was gradually
restored, and 1t began to create the additional new force structure 1t would need By the time the United
States entered World War II in 1941, 1t had a core of naval air and amphibious capabilities well suited for
war against Japan.16

Nor was this a simple and single-minded undertaking. It was difficult intrinsically, due to con-
flicting doctrinal views within the Navy itself (the aircraft carner vs battleship debate was only resolved
after Pearl Harbor, where the Japanese succeeded 1n sinking or putting most of the latter out of action),
and contlicting views nationally regarding the US national interest, the relative prionity to give Europe
as opposed to Asia, the best national secunty strategy to pursue, and the resources to be allocated to it
This was an cra in which European events continued to hold national attention, in which we increasingly

came to Great Brnitain s aid there, in which the LS Army also underw ent changes in technology and
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doctnine, and in which the Air Corps competing strategic claims were advanced

SO WHAT SHOULD WE DO? India has both Great Power and International Altruist personalifies Whule
it asserts its pnimacy within South Asia, and appears to be reaching for political and even mihtary power
beyond 1t, 1t also has a record as an UN-onented state given to multilateral conflict resolution and peace-
keeping The advantages of constructive relations with an India emerging from centunes of backward-
ness suggests that, before deciding that India will be an adversary one day, we try to make a friend of 1t
Despite differences, there are still reasons why India and the Urnuted States, with the Cold War over, and
India now operung up as a market economy, may find mutual advantage in each other. As we have no
shortage of adversaries, sound national secunty strategy dictates that the attempt be made.l7

But the possibility of fallure must be acknowledged. Analysts of India’s strategic culture, looking
at 1its religious and philosophical behest for men to hive nghteously, and strong belief in its own spinitual
and intellectual supenonty, discuss how these attnbutes translate into cultural arrogance as a pronounced
element of its approach to the world.18 An India offered greater responsibility may still use 1ts enhanced

position and power in ways that harm U.S. interests. Such an India could, even more than before,
- actively present an alternative to international alignment with the US. and the West,
- champion the South's gnevances and demands, both real and fanaed,
- play power politics to dominate South Asia and the entire Indian Ocean hittoral,
- undermune balance of pow er politics elsewhere in the world, and

- use 1ts military power for its own aggrandizement whle preaching nonmihitary solutions
elsewhere by powers such as ourselves.

Should this India emerge, 1t should be possible for the Unuted States to put together and lead a multi-
national containment pohcy toward India  Our partners could be not only Pakistan and other South
Asian nations resisting Indian hegemony, but others beyond the region, such as major oil producers in
the Persian Gulf, and Asian-Pacific states like Indonesia, Australia, and Japan China as well might find
it expedient to cooperate, though its own hegemonic behavior in East Asia and its illicit nuclear
relationship to Pakistan are problems Such contamment could cause friction between the United States
and Russia, but Russia might find a powerful and aggressive India not to 1ts liking, if 1t began to meddle

in Central Asia, the near beyond' once Soviet territory, and «till regarded by Moscow as within Rus«va s
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sphere of intluence

Exen if Pakistan continues to be troublesome for the United States, it can remain a major element
of a US. balance-of-power approach to India s containment, since in 20 years 1t will be the third largest
country in the world, if not nearly as blessed as India with natural advantages permutting and encourag-
ing economuc growth and moderruty. It should also not be difficult to exploit Indian internal divisions to
weaken its will and capabihties, for the fault lines are many between 1ts Hindus and Moslems, between
its government and the restless Sikhs (who constitute a disportionately large part of India’s mihitary caste).

Finally (to relate U.S. national securnity objectives to accomplishable mulitary goals), we will need
to overcome the present lack of a mearungful mhitary presence in the region, such as we have in other
regions of importance to us. But dunng the next ten years, while we explore a constructive relationshup
with India, the Korean situation will surely be resolved one way or another — hopefully in a peaceful
manner. When that occurs, we can probably afford to shift some of our military power in East Asia else-
where, and mn fact we may have to. Of the considerable air, naval, and amphibious forces we presently
have in Japan, then, it may prove wise to relocate them to western Australia, from whence they can
maintain a stronger and more visible presence in the Indian Ocean area, in conjunction with existing
arrangements like our access agreement with strategically located Singapore and our exercse programs
with Thailand and Persian Gulf states

By the end of the next twenty years, the United States should either make a friend of India, or
have brought into being the elements of a containment policy to protect our own and our allies interests
To fail to do the latter in the absence of the former could impose considerably higher costs upon us, and

upon our interests from Europe to Japan.
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FQOTNOTES

! In the words of former Assistant Secretary ot Defense Cha~ Freeman, quoted by Colonel Jason Greer
USA, one of his South Asta countrv directors at the Department of Defense, Februarv 8, 19%

2 "Nuclear Ambitions,” US News & 'World Report, February 12, 1996, pp 42-44, and Kenneth J. Cooper,
“Indian-Pakistana Cold War Shufts to Nuclear Matchup,” Washington Post, Apirl 5, 1996, p. A21

3 Denms Kux, 'ndia and the United States Estianged Demociacies (Washington, D.C . Nattonal Defense
University Press), 1993, p 149

* Contrast, for example, the gloomy status report 1n a work published only a few years ago, Robert L
Hargrave, Jr, and Stanley A. Kochanek's India Government and Politics in a Developing Nation (New
York Harcourt Brace Jovanovich), 5th ed., 1993, pp. 385-89 ("The Politics of Economic Management™),
and the current, and still-nsing, annual growth rate of 5% in 1994, after the privatiza-tion push toward a
market economy got underway (see the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency's World Factbook 1995).

With a ﬁrowmg gap between the incomes and living standards of India's expanding muddle dlass and
its several hundred of millions living 1n poverty, 1n an economic sense India may be becoming several
soqeties, with resulting political fragmentation, and polanzation along caste and ethric hines as well. See
Kenneth J Cooper, "India’'s New Economy: Does the Voter Care?”, Washington Post, Apnl 24, 1996, pp
A23, 27

5 Shamum Zvonko Mohamed, interview with the author, February 26, 199%.

6 Jane's Space Directory 1995-96, edited by Andrew Wilson (International Thompson Pubhshing Co,
1995), pp. 39-60, 414-15

7 An interesting new challenge to the conventional thunking about the RMA, and what 1t may mean to be
a strategic peer competitor of the US. in the years ahead, 1s "Peer Competitors, the RMA, and New Con-
cepts” by Colonel Richard Szafranski, USAF, in the Naval War College Review, Spring 1996, pp. 112-19
Szafranski makes the point that "Gohath was scannung the horizon for Gohath and erred when he did not
see a peer in young David.” In most measures of national power taken senously by Amernicans, except
for population (of which India has too much, rather than not enough), India today 1s a David.

8 Something which would be within India s economic means, its capability to keep secret, and culturally
appeahing to i, according to Bnng Gen lkbar Singh (Indian Army, ret.), in a lecture at the National War
College, March 3, 19%

? See Amb Howard B. Schaffer, 'South Asia After the Cold War,” a talk at a jomnt conference between the
National Defense University's Institute for National Secunty Studies and Pakistan s Institute of Strategic
Studies, 1n Washington, D C,, December 7-8 1995, for an up-to-date look at South Asia’s secunty pohtics.

10 And not alone in China, at which India's IRBM program 1s probably prirucpally directed.

11 And India 1s no doubt smart enough to try to avoid an Indian Ocean battle of Midway, espeaally
since 1t 1s learning from 1its two aircraft carners that it takes time and considerable apphcation to learn
how to operate them effectively -- But 20 vears to learn 1s more than the US Navy had, from 1ts first
expenmental aircraft carrier in the mid-1920s, the USS Lang/ey, to the Battle of Midway 1n June 1942

-2 As Vice Admural Arthur K Cebrowski, USN, suggested 1n a lecture on information warfare at the
Naticnal War College on Apnl 16, 19%

13 And perhaps our desire to turn former adversanies into versions of ourselves.

13 3Jse, as an historical footnote, India had over a century s experience of being the prize in the Great
Game plaved in Asia between England and Russia; and leamed, at the very least, that Great Powers can
be play ed off against cach other, and that it< own mternal divicions allow ed outsaiders to manipulate
Indians



15 This seems more an epistemological problem than an intelligence un the mihtany ~sense) 1ssue, but
some US intelligence expenence 1s pertinent Even in a region of considerable interest to us as As1a, and
by a potential adversary which less than 40 years before had sunk a Russian Fleet, there was an mability
on the part of Amencan deasionmakers i 1941 to accept that the US mught be attacked by Jaran, see
Dawvid Kahn, The United States Views Germany and Japan,” n Knewimg One’s Tnemues  [Intelligence
Assessment Before the Two World Wars, edited by Emest R May (Pnnceton: Princeton Lnuversity Press),
1984, pp 476-501 The belief was general that Japan would not take the United States on, because of US
material superionty, he savs (p. 497), "and 1t was from withun thus frameswork that they scrutimized the
latest details of the intelhigence picture

Japan (as Ruth Benedict e?iamed in her classic of strategic cultural anthro]ﬁoiogy, The Chrys-
an therr:m and the Sword (1946), deaded to go to war aganst the U.S. even though 1t was aware of 1its
great matenal superiority. The Japanese believed strongly 1n their own national and martial spint, and
were convinced that they would enable Japan to prevail over a US. that was matenally nich but morally
decadent and spinitually weak. Japan was a highly herrarchucal society, and, having reached the pinnacle
of herrarchy, had come to believe that it had the duty and mission to eliminate disorder in the rest of Asia
and establish heirarchy there, expelling Westemn presence. Of course, if the US. erred in 1ts reading of
Japan, so did the Japanese m their reading of tbe United States. Having acted on the assumption that the
US would accept an attack on Pearl Harbor as the opeming of a mited war which the US. would even-
tually accept losing, they discovered that Amencan temperament was very different than expected, and
American martial ardor virtually unlimuted once passions were aroused.

16 For US Naval doctrine and force developments in the 1920s and '30s, see "A Strategy for Paafic
Ocean War," ch. 12 1n Russell F. Weigley's The American Way of War (Bloomungton: Indiana University
Press), 1973, pp 242-65. For the targeting of Japan by U.S. Naval Intelligence in the 20s, see "The Path to
Pearl,” ch. 2 in Ronald Lewin's The American Magic Codes, Ciphers, and the Defeat of Japan (New York.
Farrar Straus Giroux), 1982, pp 16-48.

17 Whale the US. and India have had a difficult relationship for many years, there are factors which are
grounds for improved relations now. The US. and India are both democraaes, and despite different
cultures, and different views on many subjects, have some important pohtical values in common. They
also have 1n common strong athtudes toward a sumilar colorual past, both the positive features it left —- the
English language, certain sirmular traditions of political and admunustrative culture — and negative expen-
ences, resuiting in the common view that colorualism 1s exploitive. And then, India, like the US,, 1s a
diverse soaety struggling to preserve social cohesion. Some of the reasons for India’s success parallel our
own: the image of a national 1dentity despite diversity, histoncal expeniences hke British rule and the
struggle for independence, participatory democracy, and educa-tional thrusts aimed at creating a national
consciousness. And, like the US., in India a large mulitary establishment 1s the servant, not the master, of
policy. And now India 1s creating a burgeorung nuddle class, a vigorous business climate (with contract
law prevalent, whose lack serously impedes U.S. commerce 1n Russia and China), and rapidly-growing
US -Indian trade. There 1s a great deal of business that the two countnes can do with each other, creat-
ing pohtical constituenaes in favor of good relations in both countnes.

To make an attempt to create a constructive relationship with India, the United States should
emphasize non-militarv instruments of national secunty policy in the decade ahead. At the heart of our
approach should be the economuc dimension, cultivated to the extent possible in the new trade and
mnvestment environment The US. should also seek ways to make the political values held in common
by the two countries the basis for international cooperation, including development of meaningful cons-
ultative organs promoting economic and pohtical progress in the entire region. The US should seek to
mediate where possible between India and Pakistan i order to reduce the hikeli-hood of war, now that
the strains between Washington and Islamabad make the L.S. more or less equidistant between the two
contending states The U.S should also consider supporting India’s daim to a permanent seat in the UN
Secunity Counal, since there 1s some justice in India’s complaint that the world's South, with a majonty of
the world s peoples, and the source of great instability, conflict, and suffering 1n the world, 1s gnevously
underrepre~ented there

18 Singh, op at



